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  Abstract
  Demand for organic foods is partially driven by consumers' perceptions that they are more nutritious. However, scientific opinion is divided on whether there are significant nutritional differences between organic and non-organic foods, and two recent reviews have concluded that there are no differences. In the present study, we carried out meta-analyses based on 343 peer-reviewed publications that indicate statistically significant and meaningful differences in composition between organic and non-organic crops/crop-based foods. Most importantly, the concentrations of a range of antioxidants such as polyphenolics were found to be substantially higher in organic crops/crop-based foods, with those of phenolic acids, flavanones, stilbenes, flavones, flavonols and anthocyanins being an estimated 19 (95 % CI 5, 33) %, 69 (95 % CI 13, 125) %, 28 (95 % CI 12, 44) %, 26 (95 % CI 3, 48) %, 50 (95 % CI 28, 72) % and 51 (95 % CI 17, 86) % higher, respectively. Many of these compounds have previously been linked to a reduced risk of chronic diseases, including CVD and neurodegenerative diseases and certain cancers, in dietary intervention and epidemiological studies. Additionally, the frequency of occurrence of pesticide residues was found to be four times higher in conventional crops, which also contained significantly higher concentrations of the toxic metal Cd. Significant differences were also detected for some other (e.g. minerals and vitamins) compounds. There is evidence that higher antioxidant concentrations and lower Cd concentrations are linked to specific agronomic practices (e.g. non-use of mineral N and P fertilisers, respectively) prescribed in organic farming systems. In conclusion, organic crops, on average, have higher concentrations of antioxidants, lower concentrations of Cd and a lower incidence of pesticide residues than the non-organic comparators across regions and production seasons.
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 Increased public concerns about the negative environmental and health impacts of agrochemicals (pesticides, growth regulators and mineral fertilisers) used in crop production have been major drivers for the increase in consumer demand for organic foods over the last 20 years(
Reference Yiridoe, Bonti-Ankomah and Martin
1

–
Reference Willer and Kilcher
3

).

 Organic crop production standards prohibit the use of synthetic chemical crop protection products and certain mineral fertilisers (all N, KCl and superphosphate) to reduce environmental impacts (nitrate (



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


) leaching and P run-off and pesticide contamination of groundwater) and the risk of pesticide residues being present in crop plants(
Reference Baker, Benbrook and Groth
4

). Instead, they prescribe regular inputs of organic fertilisers (e.g. manure and composts), use of legume crops in rotation (to increase soil N levels), and application of preventative and non-chemical crop protection methods (e.g. the use of crop rotation, more resistant/tolerant varieties, mechanical and flame weeding, and biological disease and pest control products). However, organic standards permit the use of certain plant or microbial extract and/or mineral (e.g. Cu- and S-based) crop protection products(
Reference Lampkin
5

,
Reference Hansen
6

).

 As a result, organic and conventional crop production may differ significantly in crop rotation designs and fertilisation and crop protection protocols as well as in the type of crop varieties used(
Reference Hansen
6

–
Reference Rempelos, Cooper and Wilcockson
10

). Apart from minimising the risk of agrochemical residues being present in crops, the agronomic protocols used in organic farming systems may also affect mineral uptake patterns and metabolic processes in crop plants. Recent studies have shown that the switch from mineral to organic fertilisers results in significant differences in gene and protein expression patterns and, as a result, in secondary metabolite profiles; for example, approximately 10 % of proteins have been found to be either up- or down-regulated in response to contrasting fertiliser inputs in potato and wheat(
Reference Rempelos, Cooper and Wilcockson
10

–
Reference van Dijk, Cankar and Hendriksen
15

). Also, a switch from pesticide-based conventional to organic crop protection protocols has been shown to have a significant, but more limited effect than fertilisation regimens, and there were some statistically significant interactions between fertilisation and crop protection protocols with respect to gene and protein expression pattern(
Reference Rempelos, Cooper and Wilcockson
10

–
Reference van Dijk, Cankar and Hendriksen
15

).

 Over the last 20 years, a large number of scientific studies have compared the concentrations of nutritionally relevant minerals (e.g. Fe, Zn, Cu and Se), toxic metals (e.g. Cd and Pb), pesticide residues, macronutrients (e.g. proteins, fats and carbohydrates) and secondary metabolites (e.g. antioxidants, (poly)phenolics and vitamins) in crops from organic and conventional production systems (see the online supplementary material for a list of publications).

 There is particular interest in antioxidant activity/concentrations, as there is strong scientific evidence for health benefits associated with increased consumption of crops rich in (poly)phenolics and other plant secondary metabolites with antioxidant activity (e.g. carotenoids and vitamins C and E)(
Reference Del Rio, Rodriguez-Mateos and Spencer
16

–
Reference Fardet
18

). Most importantly, a substantial number of human dietary intervention studies have reported an increased dietary intake of antioxidant/(poly)phenolic-rich foods to protect against chronic diseases, including CVD, certain cancers (e.g. prostate cancer) and neurodegenerative diseases; a detailed description of the evidence has been given in recent reviews by Del Rio et al.
(
Reference Del Rio, Rodriguez-Mateos and Spencer
16

) and Wahlqvist(
Reference Wahlqvist
17

). Also, these plant secondary metabolites are increasingly being recognised to contribute significantly to the health benefits associated with increased fruit, vegetable and whole grain consumption(
Reference Del Rio, Rodriguez-Mateos and Spencer
16

–
Reference Fardet
18

).

 Several systematic literature reviews have recently analysed the available published information, using both qualitative and quantitative methods, with the aim of identifying the potential effects of organic and conventional production protocols on the nutritional quality of crops(
Reference Dangour, Dodhia and Hayter
19

–
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

). However, these systematic reviews (1) used different methodologies (e.g. weighted and unweighted meta-analyses) and inclusion criteria, (2) did not cover most of the large amount of information published in the last 4–5 years, (3) provided no structured assessment of the strength of the evidence presented, and (4) came to contrasting conclusions. As a result, there is still considerable controversy as to whether the use of organic production standards results in significant and consistent changes in the concentrations of potentially health-promoting (e.g. antioxidants, (poly)phenolics, vitamins and certain minerals) and potentially harmful (e.g. Cd and Pb) compounds in crops and crop-based foods(
Reference Cooper, Sanderson and Cakmak
7

,
Reference Dangour, Dodhia and Hayter
19

–
Reference Benbrook, Zhao and Davies
22

). However, there is increasing evidence and more widespread acceptance that the consumption of organic foods is likely to reduce exposure to pesticide residues(
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

,
Reference Curl, Fenske and Elgethun
23

,
Reference Leifert, Ball and Volakakis
24

).

 There are major research synthesis challenges to assessing differences in crop composition resulting from farming practices. Most importantly, the studies available for meta-analyses (1) have used different experimental designs (e.g. replicated field experiments, farm surveys and retail surveys) and (2) have been carried out in countries/regions with contrasting agronomic and pedo-climatic background conditions (see the online supplementary material for a list of publications). This heterogeneity is likely to increase the amount of published data required to detect and understand variation in composition parameters resulting from the use of contrasting crop production methods. An additional problem is that many studies do not report measures of variation, which reduces the within-study power of unweighted analyses and the between-study power of weighted analyses. Weighted meta-analyses are widely regarded as the most appropriate statistical approach for comparing data sets from studies with variable experimental designs(
Reference Stewart
25

,
Reference Koricheva, Gurevitch, Koricheva, Gurevitch and Mengersen
26

). However, some studies have used unweighted analytical methods(
Reference Dangour, Dodhia and Hayter
19

) to avoid the loss of information associated with conducting weighted meta-analyses on a subset of the available information.

 Therefore, the main objectives of the present study were to (1) carry out a systematic literature review of studies focused on quantifying composition differences between organic and conventional crops, (2) conduct weighted and unweighted meta-analyses of the published data, (3) carry out sensitivity analyses focused on identifying to what extent meta-analysis results are affected by the inclusion criteria (e.g. using mean or individual data reported for different crop varieties or experimental years) and meta-analysis method (e.g. weighted v. unweighted), and (4) discuss meta-analysis results in the context of the current knowledge about the nutritional impacts of compounds for which significant composition differences were detected.

 The present study specifically focused on plant secondary metabolites (especially antioxidants/(poly)phenolics and vitamins), potentially harmful synthetic chemical pesticides, toxic metals (including Cd, As and Pb), 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


, nitrite (



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


), macronutrients (including proteins, amino acids, carbohydrates and reducing sugars) and minerals (including all plant macro- and micronutrients). Metabolites produced by micro-organisms on plants (e.g. mycotoxins) were not the subject of the present systematic literature review and meta-analyses.


 Materials and methods


 Literature search: inclusion criteria and search strategy

 The literature search strategy and meta-analysis protocols used were based on those previously published by Brandt et al.
(
Reference Brandt, Srednicka-Tober and Baranski
27

), and flow diagrams of the protocols used are shown in Figs. 1 and 2. Relevant publications were identified through an initial search of the literature with Web of Knowledge using the following search terms: (1) organic* or ecologic* or biodynamic*; (2) conventional* or integrated; (3) names of ninety-eight relevant crops and foods (see online supplementary Table S1 for a full list). Publications in all languages, published in peer-reviewed journals, and reporting data on both desirable and undesirable composition parameters were considered relevant for inclusion in the meta-analyses. The search was restricted to the period between January 1992 (the year when legally binding organic farming regulations were first introduced in the European Union) and December 2011 (the year when the project ended) and provided 17 333 references. An additional 208 publications (published between 1977 and 2011) were found by (1) studying lists of references or (2) directly contacting the authors of the published papers and reviews identified in the initial literature search. The abstracts of all publications were then examined to determine whether they contained original data obtained by comparing composition parameters in organic and conventional plant foods. This led to the identification of 448 suitable publications. Of these, 105 papers were subsequently rejected, because reading of the full papers indicated that they did not report suitable data sets or contained the same data as other studies.






Fig. 1 Summary of the search and selection protocols used to identify papers included in the meta-analyses. * Review carried out by one reviewer; † Data extraction carried out by two reviewers. CF, comparison of matched farms; BS, basket studies; EX, controlled field experiments.










Fig. 2 Meta-analysis strategy used for the identification of data sets in the literature review. * References are summarised in Table S2 (available online). RD, risk difference.




 Data sets were deemed suitable if the mean concentrations of at least one mineral, macronutrient, secondary metabolite or 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


/



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 or the frequency of occurrence of pesticide residues in organic and conventional crops or crop-based foods were reported. Only four non-peer-reviewed papers with suitable data sets were identified but subsequently rejected, as the small number minimised any potential bias(
Reference Stewart, Cote, Rothstein, Koricheva, Gurevitch and Mengersen
28

) from using peer review as a ‘quality’ selection criterion.

 As a result, 343 peer-reviewed publications reporting crop composition data were selected for data extraction, of which 156 references fulfilled the criteria for inclusion in the standard weighted meta-analysis and 343 fulfilled the criteria for inclusion in the standard unweighted meta-analysis. This represents a significantly greater evidence base than the three previous systematic reviews/meta-analyses of comparative crop composition data(
Reference Dangour, Dodhia and Hayter
19

–
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

). All publications included in these previous reviews (including studies published before 1992) were also used in the standard weighted meta-analysis carried out in the present study, except for a small number of papers that were found to report the same data as other publications that had already been included.

 Data were extracted from three types of comparative studies: (1) comparisons of matched farms (CF), farm surveys in which samples were collected from organic and conventional farms in the same country or region; (2) basket studies (BS), retail product surveys in which organic and conventional products were collected in retail outlets; (3) controlled field experiments (EX) in which samples were collected from experimental plots managed according to organic or conventional farming standards/protocols. Data from all the three types of studies were deemed relevant for the meta-analyses if the authors stated that (1) organic farms included in farm surveys were using organic farming methods, (2) organic products collected in retail surveys were labelled as organic, and (3) organic plots used in EX were managed according to organic farming standards.

 Several studies compared more than one organic or conventional system or treatment. For example, additional conventional systems/treatments were described as ‘integrated,’ ‘low input,’ ‘low fertility’ or ‘extensive’, and an additional organic system/treatment included in some studies was described as ‘biodynamic’. Also, in some publications, organic or conventional systems with contrasting rotation designs (e.g. with or without cover crops) or fertilisation regimens (different types and levels of N inputs) were compared. In such cases, only the organic and conventional (non-organic) system identified by the authors as closest to the typical, contemporary organic/conventional farming system was used in the meta-analyses, as recommended by Brandt et al.
(
Reference Brandt, Leifert and Sanderson
20

). Full references of the publications and a summary of descriptions of the studies included in the meta-analyses are given in Tables S2 and S4 (available online).

 The database generated and used for the meta-analyses will be made freely available on the Newcastle University website (http://research.ncl.ac.uk/nefg/QOF) for use and scrutiny by others.




 Data and information extraction and validation

 Information and data were extracted from all the selected publications (see above) and compiled in a Microsoft Access database. A list of the information extracted from the publications and recorded in the database is given in Table S4 (available online).

 Data reported as numerical values in the text or tables were copied directly into the database. Only data published in graphical form were enlarged, printed, measured (using a ruler) and then entered into the database as described previously(
Reference Brandt, Leifert and Sanderson
20

).

 Where data for multiple time points were reported, two approaches were used, depending on whether the analysed crop tissue was likely to be used as food/feed. For crops that are continuously harvested (e.g. tomato and cucumber), analytical data for mature/ripe products (e.g. fruits) collected at multiple time points during the season were averaged before being used in the standard meta-analyses; if analytical data for immature/unripe products were reported, they were not included in the mean. For crops (e.g. grape and cereals) in which products (e.g. fruits and grain) are harvested/analysed at different maturity stages, only analytical results for the mature product (that would have been used as food/feed) were used. In both the standard weighted and standard unweighted analyses, composition data reported for different cultivars/varieties and/or years/growing seasons in the same publication were averaged before being used in the meta-analyses.

 Publications were assessed for eligibility and data were independently extracted from them by two reviewers. Data extracted by the two reviewers were then compared. Discrepancies were detected for approximately 2 % of the data extracted, and in these cases, data extraction was repeated to correct mistakes. A list of the publications included in the meta-analyses is given in Table S2 (available online).

 Study characteristics, summaries of the methods used for sensitivity analyses and ancillary information are given in Tables S2–S10 (available online). These include information on (1) the number of papers from different countries and publication years used in the meta-analyses (see online supplementary Figs. S1 and S2); (2) study type, location and crop/products assessed in different studies (see online supplementary Table S3); (3) the type of material/data extracted from the papers (see online supplementary Table S4); (4) data-handling methods/inclusion criteria and meta-analysis methods used in the sensitivity analyses (see online supplementary Table S5); (5) composition parameters included in the meta-analyses (see online supplementary Table S6); and (6) composition parameters for which meta-analyses were not possible (n< 3; see online supplementary Table S7).

 Table S8 (available online) summarises basic statistics on the number of studies, individual comparisons, organic and conventional sample sizes, and comparisons showing statistically or numerically higher concentrations in organic or conventional crops for the composition parameters included in Figs. 3 and 4. Tables S9 and S10 (available online) summarise the numerical values for the mean percentage differences (MPD) and 95 % CI calculated using the data included in the standard unweighted and weighted meta-analyses of composition parameters shown in Figs. 3 and 4, respectively (where MPD are shown as symbols).






Fig. 3 Results of the standard unweighted and weighted meta-analyses for antioxidant activity, plant secondary metabolites with antioxidant activity, macronutrients, nitrogen compounds and cadmium (data reported for all crops and crop-based foods included in the same analysis). MPD, mean percentage difference; CONV, conventional food samples; ORG, organic food samples; n, number of data points included in the meta-analyses; FRAP, ferric reducing antioxidant potential; ORAC, oxygen radical absorbance capacity; TEAC, Trolox equivalent antioxidant capacity; SMD, standardised mean difference. Values are standardised mean differences, with 95 % confidence intervals represented by horizontal bars. * P value < 0·05 indicates a significant difference between ORG and CONV. † Numerical values for MPD and standard errors are given in Table S9 (available online). ‡ Ln ratio = Ln(ORG/CONV × 100 %). § Heterogeneity and the I
2 statistic. ∥ Data reported for different compounds within the same chemical group were included in the same meta-analyses. ¶ Outlying data points (where the MPD between ORG and CONV was more than fifty times greater than the mean value including the outliers) were removed. ○, MPD calculated using data included in the standard unweighted meta-analysis; 
, MPD calculated using data included in the standard weighted meta-analysis; ◆, SMD.










Fig. 4 Results of the standard unweighted and weighted meta-analyses for different crop types/products for antioxidant activity, plant secondary metabolites with antioxidant activity, macronutrients, nitrogen and cadmium. MPD, mean percentage difference; CONV, conventional food samples; ORG, organic food samples; n, number of data points included in the meta-analyses; SMD, standardised mean difference. Values are standardised mean differences, with 95 % confidence intervals represented by horizontal bars. * P value < 0·05 indicates a significant difference between ORG and CONV. † Numerical values for MPD and standard errors are given in Table S10 (available online). ‡ For parameters for which n≤ 3 for specific crops/products, results obtained in the weighted meta-analyses are not shown. § Ln ratio = Ln(ORG/CONV × 100 %). ∥ Data reported for different compounds within the same chemical group were included in the same meta-analyses. ¶ Outlying data points (where the MPD between ORG and CONV was more than fifty times greater than the mean value including the outliers) were removed. ○, MPD calculated using data included in the standard unweighted meta-analysis; 
, MPD calculated using data included in the standard weighted meta-analysis; ◆, SMD.







 Meta-analyses

 A total of eight different meta-analyses were undertaken. The protocols used for the standard weighted and unweighted meta-analyses were based on the methodologies described by Palupi et al.
(
Reference Palupi, Jayanegara and Ploeger
29

) and Brandt et al.
(
Reference Brandt, Leifert and Sanderson
20

), respectively. In Fig. 3, the results obtained using standard random-effects meta-analysis weighted by inverse variance and a common random-effects variance component and unweighted meta-analysis of difference in means are shown. In addition, six sensitivity analyses were undertaken. Sensitivity analyses included (1) using data reported for each cultivar or variety of crops separately and/or (2) treating data reported for different years in the same publication as separate events in the weighted or unweighted meta-analyses (see online supplementary Table S5). The results of the sensitivity analyses are available on the Newcastle University website (http://research.ncl.ac.uk/nefg/QOF).

 Effect sizes for all the weighted meta-analyses were based on standardised mean differences (SMD) as recommended for studies in which data obtained by measuring the same parameters on different scales are included in meta-analyses(
Reference Stewart
25

,
Reference Koricheva, Gurevitch, Koricheva, Gurevitch and Mengersen
26

).

 Both weighted and unweighted meta-analyses were carried out using the R statistical programming environment(

30

). Weighted meta-analyses, with the SMD as the basic response variable, were conducted using standard methods and the open-source ‘metafor’ statistical package(
Reference Viechtbauer
31

–
Reference Lipsey and Wilson
34

). A detailed description of the methods and calculations used is given in the ‘Additional Methods Description’ section in the online supplementary material.

 A positive SMD value indicates that the mean concentrations of the observed compound are greater in the organic food samples, while a negative SMD indicates that the mean concentrations are higher in the conventional food samples. The statistical significance of a reported effect size (i.e. SMDtot) and CI were estimated based on standard methods(
Reference Hedges, Gurevitch and Curtis
35

) using ‘metafor’(
Reference Viechtbauer
31

). The influence of potential moderators, such as crop/food type (fruits, vegetables, cereals, oil seeds and pulses, herbs and spices, and crop-based compound foods), was additionally tested using mixed-effect models(
Reference Mengersen, Schmidt, Jennions, Koricheva, Gurevitch and Mengersen
36

) and subgroup analyses.

 We carried out tests of homogeneity (Q statistics and I
2 statistics) on all the summary effect sizes. Homogeneity was indicated if I
2 was less than 25 % and the P value for the Q statistics was greater than 0·010. Funnel plots, Egger tests of funnel plot asymmetry and fail-safe number tests were used to assess publication bias(
Reference Rothstein, Sutton and Borenstein
37

) (see online supplementary Table S13 for further information).

 For the unweighted meta-analysis, the ratio of organic means:conventional means (



$$\bar {>X} _{O}/ \bar {>X} _{C} $$


) expressed as a percentage was ln-transformed, and the values were used to determine whether the arithmetic average of the ln-transformed ratios was significantly greater than ln(100), using resampling(
Reference Gurevitch and Hedges
38

). The reported P values were derived from Fisher's one-sample randomisation test(
Reference Manly
39

), and a P< 0·05 was considered statistically significant. For all composition parameters for which a statistically significant difference between organic and conventional food samples was detected in the standard weighted analysis (analysis 1), forest plots were constructed to show SMD and corresponding 95 % CI for individual studies and types of foods (see Fig. 4 and online supplementary Figs. S5–S41). In addition, the results of the standard unweighted analyses are shown in Figs. 3 and 4.

 Table S12 (available online) summarises the results of the standard weighted and unweighted meta-analyses for all the composition parameters for which no analyses detected significant differences between organic and conventional products.

 MPD were calculated for all parameters for which significant effects were detected by the standard unweighted and/or weighted meta-analysis protocols. This was done to facilitate value judgements regarding the biological importance of the relative effect magnitudes. A detailed description of the calculations is given in the ‘Additional Methods Description’ section in the online supplementary material.

 We also calculated MPD using only data pairs included in the weighted meta-analyses to estimate the impact of excluding data for which no measures of variance were reported on the magnitude of difference. As the MPD can be expressed as ‘% higher’ in conventional or organic crops, they provide estimates for the magnitude of composition differences that are easier to correlate with existing information on the potential health impacts of changing dietary intake levels for individual or groups of compounds than the SMD values. The 95 % CI for MPD were estimated using a standard method(
Reference Hedges, Gurevitch and Curtis
35

).

 For some composition parameters, individual effect sizes were more than fifty times greater than the pooled effect. This applied to one effect size each for phenolic acids, flavanones, flavones, flavonols, carbohydrates, DM and 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


; four effect sizes for carotenoids and xanthophylls; eight effect sizes for amino acids; and forty-one effect sizes for volatile compounds. Such large differences can be considered biologically implausible, and these ‘outlier’ data pairs were therefore omitted from the final standard meta-analyses as shown in Figs. 3 and 4 and Tables S10 and S11 (available online).

 Data reported for the frequency of occurrence of detectable pesticide residues (percentage of samples with detectable pesticide residues) in organic and conventional crops were compared using a weighted meta-analysis protocol based on the ln-transformed OR(
Reference Rosenberg, Rothstein, Gurevitch, Koricheva, Gurevitch and Mengersen
40

). The formula used to calculate OR is given in the ‘Additional Methods Description’ section in the online supplementary material.

 An overall assessment of the strength of evidence was made using an adaptation of the GRADE (Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and Evaluation) system(
Reference Guyatt, Oxman and Vist
41

).






 Results

 Analyses were based on data from publications reporting results from EX (154 papers), CF (116 papers), and BS (fifty-five papers) or results from more than one type of study (EX, CF and/or BS; eighteen papers) (see online supplementary Table S3).

 Approximately 70 % of all the studies included in the meta-analyses were carried out in Europe, mainly in Italy, Spain, Poland, Sweden, the Czech Republic, Switzerland, Turkey, Denmark, Finland and Germany, with most of the remaining studies being carried out in the USA, Brazil, Canada and Japan (see online supplementary Table S3 and Fig. S2). Among the papers included in the meta-analyses, 174 reported comparison data for vegetables and a smaller number reported data for fruits and cereals (112 and sixty-one, respectively), while only thirty-seven reported data for other crops/crop-based food products (e.g. oil seeds and pulses, herbs and spices, and compound foods) (see online supplementary Table S3). Publications reported data for 907 different composition parameters, of which 182 were included in the meta-analyses (see online supplementary Tables S6 and S7).


 Antioxidant activity

 A large number of comparisons were available for antioxidant activity in organic and conventional crops (160 for the unweighted meta-analysis and sixty-six for the weighted meta-analysis), but the authors used a wide range of different methodologies. Both weighted and unweighted meta-analyses detected a significantly higher antioxidant activity in organic crops (Fig. 3) and the MPD was 17 (95 % CI 3, 32) % (Fig. 3).

 When data reported for fruits and vegetables were analysed separately, a significant difference was detected for fruits, while only a trend towards a significant difference (P= 0·06) was observed for vegetables (Fig. 4), although there was no evidence of an interaction.

 When data available for specific antioxidant activity assays were analysed, similar results were obtained for the Trolox equivalent antioxidant capacity assay with both the standard weighted and unweighted meta-analyses and for the ferric reducing antioxidant power and oxygen radical absorbance capacity assays with only the standard unweighted meta-analysis (Fig. 3).




 Antioxidants/(poly)phenolics

 The concentrations of secondary metabolites with antioxidant activity, including a wide range of nutritionally desirable (poly)phenolics, were also studied in a relatively large number of studies (see online supplementary Table S8).

 For (poly)phenolics, the standard weighted meta-analysis detected significantly and substantially higher concentrations of total flavonoids, total phenolic acids, phenolic acids (where data reported for all individual phenolic acid compounds were included in the same analysis), flavanones, stilbenes, flavones, flavonols, kaempferol, total anthocyanins and anthocyanins in organic crops and/or processed foods made from organic crops. The unweighted meta-analysis yielded similar results, except for (1) total flavonoids, for which no significant difference was detected, and (2) flavanones and flavones, for which only trends towards higher concentrations in organic crops were detected (Fig. 3). The unweighted meta-analysis also detected significantly higher concentrations of chlorogenic acid (5-O-caffeoylquinic acid) in organic crops (Fig. 3). The MPD for most of the compounds were between 18 and 69 % for most of the above-mentioned antioxidant compounds (Fig. 3). Inclusion of data for which no measures of variance were reported in the calculation of MPD yielded similar values for phenolic compounds, phenolic acids, chlorogenic acid, flavones, quercetin, kaempferol and anthocyanins; higher values for phenolic acids (total), stilbenes and quercetin-3-rutinoside; and lower values for flavonoids, flavanones and flavonols (see Fig. 4 and online supplementary Table S9).

 When data reported for phenolic compounds, phenolic acids and flavanones in fruits, vegetables, cereals and/or processed crop-based foods were analysed separately, significant differences were detected only for the concentrations of phenolic compounds and phenolic acids in fruits and a trend towards a significant difference (P= 0·09) was detected for the concentrations of flavanones in fruits (Fig. 4), although there was no evidence of an interaction. In contrast, when differences in the concentrations of flavones and flavonols were analysed separately for fruits, vegetables and cereals, significant differences were detected for vegetables and cereals, but not for fruits, with evidence of interactions (Fig. 4). For all other antioxidant/(poly)phenolic compounds, separate analyses for different crop types were not possible due to the unavailability of sufficient data.

 Smaller, but statistically significant and biologically meaningful composition differences were also detected for a small number of carotenoids and vitamins. Both unweighted and weighted meta-analyses detected significantly higher concentrations of xanthophylls and l-ascorbic acid and significantly lower concentrations of vitamin E in organic crops. Higher concentrations of total carotenoids, carotenoids (where data reported for all individual phenolic acid compounds were included in the same analysis) and lutein were also detected by the unweighted meta-analysis (Fig. 3). The MPD were 17 (95 % CI 0, 34) % for total carotenoids, 15 (95 % CI − 3, 32) % for carotenoids (where data reported for all individual carotenoid compounds were included in the same analysis), 12 (95 % CI − 4, 28) % for xanthophylls, 5 (95 % CI − 3, 13) % for lutein, 6 (95 % CI − 3, 15) % for vitamin C and − 15 (95 % CI − 49, 19) % for vitamin E. Inclusion of data for which no measures of variance were reported in the calculation of MPD resulted in slightly higher values (see Fig. 4 and online supplementary Table S9).

 When data reported for total carotenoids and xanthophylls in fruits, vegetables, cereals and processed crop-based compound foods were analysed separately, significantly higher concentrations in organic samples were detected only for fruits (Fig. 4), with evidence of interactions being detected for carotenoids, but not for xanthophylls.

 The meta-analyses did not detect significant differences for a range of other secondary metabolites with antioxidant activity. These included some individual carotenoids (α-carotene, lycopene, β-cryptoxanthin and zeaxanthin), vitamins (α-tocopherol, γ-tocopherol, vitamin B and vitamin B1), some specific phenolic acids (total hydroxycinnamic acids, caffeic acid, p-coumaric acid, ferulic acid, sinapic acid, 5-O-caffeoylquinic acid, ellagic acid, gallic acid and salicylic acid), some specific flavones and flavonols (apigenin, luteolin, myricetin 3-O-glucoside, quercetin 3-O-galactoside, quercetin-3-O-glucoside and quercetin-3-O-malonyl glucoside) and some specific flavanones (naringenin and naringenin (R-enantiomer)).




 Macronutrients, fibre and DM content

 Both unweighted and weighted meta-analyses detected significantly higher concentrations of total carbohydrates and significantly lower concentrations of proteins, amino acids and fibre in organic crops/crop-based compound foods (Fig. 3). The unweighted meta-analysis also detected significantly higher concentrations of reducing sugars and DM in organic crops (Fig. 4). The MPD were 25 (95 % CI 5, 45) % for total carbohydrates, 11 (95 % CI 2, 20) % for carbohydrates (where data reported for all individual phenolic acid compounds were included in the same analysis), 7 (95 % CI 4, 11) % for reducing sugars, − 15 (95 % CI − 27, − 3) % for proteins, − 11 (95 % CI − 14, − 8) % for amino acids, 2 (95 % CI − 1, 6) % for DM and − 8 (95 % CI − 14, − 2) % for fibre. Inclusion of data for which no measures of variance were reported in the calculation of MPD resulted in similar values for carbohydrates, proteins, DM and fibre; higher values for reducing sugars; and lower values for carbohydrates (total) and amino acids (see Fig. 4 and online supplementary Table S9).

 When data reported for proteins and amino acids in vegetables, cereals and/or processed crop-based foods were analysed separately, significant differences were detected for cereals and processed crop-based foods, but not for vegetables (Fig. 4), although there was no evidence of an interaction. Also, when data reported for carbohydrates in vegetables, fruits and cereals were analysed separately, no significant effects could be detected in their concentrations (Fig. 4).




 Toxic metals, nitrogen, nitrate, nitrite and pesticides

 Both weighted and unweighted meta-analyses detected significantly lower concentrations of the toxic metal Cd and total N in organic crops, while lower concentrations of 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


 and 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 in organic crops were detected only by the unweighted meta-analysis (Fig. 3). The MPD were − 48 (95 % CI − 112, 16) % for Cd, − 10 (95 % CI − 15, − 4) % for N, − 30 (95 % CI − 144, 84) % for 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


 and − 87 (95 % CI − 225, 52) % for 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 (Fig. 3).

 Inclusion of data for which no measures of variance were reported in the calculation of MPD resulted in similar values for N, 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


, 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 and Cd (see Fig. 4 and online supplementary Table S9).

 When data reported for N and Cd concentrations in fruits, vegetables and cereals were analysed separately, significant differences were detected for cereals, but not for vegetables and/or fruits (Fig. 4), although there was no evidence of an interaction.

 For the toxic metals As and Pb, no significant differences could be detected in their concentrations between organic and conventional crops in the meta-analyses (see online supplementary Table S12).

 The standard meta-analyses showed that the frequency of occurrence of detectable pesticide residues was four times higher in conventional crops (46 (95 % CI 38, 55) %) than in organic crops (11 (95 % CI 7, 14) %) (Fig. 5). Significantly higher frequencies of occurrence of pesticide residues in conventional crops were also detected when data reported for fruits, vegetables and processed crop-based foods were analysed separately (Fig. 5). Conventional fruits had a higher frequency (75 (95 % CI 65, 85) %) of occurrence of pesticide residues than vegetables (32 (95 % CI 22, 43) %) and crop-based compound foods (45 (95 % CI 25, 65) %), while contamination rates were very similar in the different organic crop types. This resulted in significant differences in the OR for different crop types (Fig. 5).






Fig. 5 Results of the standard weighted meta-analysis comparing ln OR for the frequency of occurrence of pesticide residues (percentage of positive samples) in organic and conventional crops. A mixed-effect model with crop/product group as a moderator was used. OR, ln OR for each product group (◆); ORG, organic food samples; CONV, conventional food samples; n, number of data points included in the meta-analyses. Values are odds ratios, with 95 % confidence intervals represented by horizontal bars. * P value < 0·05 indicates a significant difference between ORG and CONV. † Crops/product groups for which n≤ 3 were removed from the plots. ‡ Compound foods.







 Other minerals

 For most of the minerals (including many plant marco- and micronutrients), the meta-analyses could not detect significant composition differences between organic and conventional crops (see online supplementary Table S12). However, for a small number of minerals, differences in composition were identified by both weighted and unweighted meta-analyses, which detected significantly lower concentrations of Cr and Sr ( − 59 (95 % CI − 147, 30) % and − 26 (95 % CI − 45, − 6) %, respectively), but significantly higher concentrations of Mo and Rb (65 (95 % CI 26, 105) % and 82 (95 % CI 6, 157) %, respectively) in organic crops. Also, lower concentrations of Mn ( − 8 (95 % CI − 13, − 3) %) and higher concentrations of Ga and Mg in organic crops (57 (95 % CI − 122, 8) % and 4 (95 % CI − 5, 13) %, respectively) were detected only by the weighted meta-analysis, while slightly higher concentrations of Zn (5 (95 % CI − 6, 15) %) in organic crops were only detected by the unweighted meta-analysis (see online supplementary Table S11). As differences for Zn and Mg were relatively small and as there is limited information about potential health impacts associated with changing intake levels of either mineral (Cr, Ga, Mo, Sr and Mo), more detailed results are provided only in the online supplementary material.




 Effects of crop type/species/variety, study type and other sources of variation

 Heterogeneity was extremely high (I
2>75 %) for most of the composition parameters, with I
2 ranging from 76 % for ascorbic acid to 100 % for carotenoids and DM (Fig. 3). The only exceptions were vitamin E, reducing sugars, fibre and 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


, for which the small number of studies and/or high within-study variability limited the ability to distinguish heterogeneity between the effects.

 Strong or moderate funnel plot asymmetry consistent with a publication bias was detected for approximately half of the parameters. However, it is not possible to definitively attribute discrepancies between large precise studies and small imprecise studies to publication bias, which remains strongly suspected rather than detected where asymmetry is severe (see Table 1 and online supplementary Table S13).


Table 1 GRADE (Grading of Recommendations, Assessments, Development and Evaluation) assessment of the strength of evidence for standard weighted meta-analysis for parameters included in Fig. 3 (Standardised mean difference values (SMD) and 95 % confidence intervals)











 FRAP, ferric reducing antioxidant potential; ORAC, oxygen radical absorbance capacity; TEAC, Trolox equivalent antioxidant capacity.




* Study quality was considered low because of high risks of bias and potential for confounding. However, we considered large effects to mitigate this sensu GRADE; large effects were defined as >20 %, moderate effects as 10–20 % and small as < 10 %.




† Inconsistency was based on the measure of heterogeneity and the consistency of effect direction sensu GRADE.




‡ Precision was based on the width of the pooled effect CI and the extent of overlap in the substantive interpretation of effect magnitude sensu GRADE.




§ Publication bias was assessed using visual inspection of funnel plots, Egger tests, two fail-safe number tests, and trim and fill (see online supplementary Table S13). Overall publication bias was considered high when indicated by two or more methods, moderate when indicated by one method, and low when indicated by none of the methods. The overall quality of evidence was then assessed across domains as in standard GRADE appraisal.




∥ Outlying data pairs (where the mean percentage difference between the organic and conventional food samples was over fifty times higher than the mean value including outliers) were removed.









 When meta-analysis results obtained from different study types (BS, CF and EX) were compared, similar results were obtained for most of the composition parameters included in Fig. 3 (see online supplementary Figs. S3 and S4). However, there was considerable variation between results obtained for different crop types, crop species, and/or studies carried out in countries with contrasting pedo-climatic and agronomic background conditions (see Fig. 4 and online supplementary Figs. S5–S41).

 Non-weighted MPD were calculated to aid in the biological interpretation of effect size magnitude where either the weighted or unweighted meta-analysis had identified statistically significant results. For many parameters, MPD based on all the available data produced values very similar to those calculated using only data for which measures of variance were reported ( = those used for the weighted meta-analysis; Fig. 3). However, for other parameters (flavonoids, total phenolic acids, flavanones, rutin, l-ascorbic acid, reducing sugars and Cd), inclusion criteria had a large effect on the MPD.

 Also, when the calculated MPD were superimposed onto SMD (with 95 % CI) results at an appropriate scale ( − 100 to +100 for MPD and − 5 to +5 for SMD), a reasonable match was observed, with MPD for most of the compounds being present within the 95 % CI for SMD (Fig. 3). However, for some parameters (Trolox equivalent antioxidant capacity, total phenolic acids, stilbenes, rutin, total carotenoids, l-ascorbic acid, vitamin E, reducing sugars, proteins, 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


, 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 and Cd), MPD were outside the 95 % CI of SMD, and therefore these should be seen as less reliable.

 For the composition parameters included in Fig. 3, sensitivity analyses, which were based on different inclusion criteria and data-handling methods, yielded results broadly similar to those yielded by the standard weighted and unweighted meta-analyses.

 The overall assessment of the strength of evidence using an adapted GRADE(
Reference Guyatt, Oxman and Vist
41

) approach highlighted uncertainties in the evidence base, but the overall strength of evidence was moderate or high for the majority of parameters for which significant differences were detected (see Table 1 and online supplementary Table S13).






 Discussion

 The results of meta-analyses of the extensive data set of 343 peer-reviewed publications indicated that organic crops and processed crop-based foods have a higher antioxidant activity and contain higher concentrations of a wide range of nutritionally desirable antioxidants/(poly)phenolics, but lower concentrations of the potentially harmful, toxic metal Cd. For plant secondary metabolites, this confirms the results of the meta-analyses carried out by Brandt et al.
(
Reference Brandt, Leifert and Sanderson
20

), which indicated that there are significant composition differences between organic and conventional crops for a range of nutritionally relevant compounds. However, it contradicts the results of the systematic reviews/meta-analyses by Dangour et al.
(
Reference Dangour, Dodhia and Hayter
19

) and Smith-Spangler et al.
(
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

), which indicated that there are no significant composition differences between organic and conventional crops. The main reason for the inability of previous studies to detect composition differences was probably the highly limited number of studies/data sets available or included in analyses by these authors, which would have decreased the statistical power of the meta-analyses.

 In addition, most of the previous studies did not use weighted meta-analyses based on SMD. This approach is recommended when combining data from studies that measure the same parameter (e.g. the major phenolic compounds found in different crops), but use different scales(
Reference Stewart
25

,
Reference Koricheva, Gurevitch, Koricheva, Gurevitch and Mengersen
26

,
Reference Palupi, Jayanegara and Ploeger
29

). In the study carried out by Dangour et al.
(
Reference Dangour, Dodhia and Hayter
19

), published data from (1) surveys in which the organic samples were produced to ‘biodynamic-organic’ standards and (2) field experiments investigating associations between organic and conventional production protocols and crop composition were not included in the meta-analyses. This would have further reduced the number of data sets and sensitivity of meta-analyses and contributed to the lack of significant composition differences being detected. In the meta-analyses carried out in the present study, ‘biodynamic-organic’ data sets were treated as organic, as biodynamic standards comply with the legal European Union organic farming standards. Data from comparative field experiments were also included, as controlled experimental studies are less affected by confounding factors (e.g. contrasting soil and climatic and agronomic background conditions between farms that supplied organic and conventional samples) than farm and retail surveys. The reason for excluding field experiments carried out in the study of Dangour et al.
(
Reference Dangour, Dodhia and Hayter
19

) is that in the field experiments the organic plots were not certified according to organic farming standards. In the meta-analyses carried out in the present study, field experiments investigating associations between organic and conventional agronomic practices/protocols and crop composition were included, as the crop management practices rather than the certification process were assumed to affect crop performance and composition.

 The finding of a four times higher frequency of occurrence of pesticide residues in conventional crops confirms the results of the study of Smith-Spangler et al.
(
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

), in which a very similar set of studies (nine of the ten publications used in the present study) were used for analysis.

 The potential (1) nutritional benefits of higher concentrations of antioxidant/(poly)phenolics in organic crops, (2) risks associated with potentially harmful pesticide residues, Cd, 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


 and 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


, and (3) agronomic factors responsible for composition differences are discussed in more detail below.


 Antioxidants/(poly)phenolics

 Among the composition differences detected by the meta-analyses carried out in the present study, the higher antioxidant activity and higher concentrations of a wide range of antioxidants/(poly)phenolics found in organic crops/crop-based foods may indicate the greatest potential nutritional benefits. Based on the differences reported, results indicate that a switch from conventional to organic crop consumption would result in a 20–40 % (and for some compounds more than 60 %) increase in crop-based antioxidant/(poly)phenolic intake levels without a simultaneous increase in energy, which would be in line with the dietary recommendations(
Reference Del Rio, Rodriguez-Mateos and Spencer
16

,
Reference Wahlqvist
17

). This estimated magnitude of difference would be equivalent to the amount of antioxidants/(poly)phenolics present in one to two of the five portions of fruits and vegetables recommended to be consumed daily and would therefore be significant/meaningful in terms of human nutrition, if information linking these plant secondary metabolites to the health benefits associated with increased fruit, vegetable and whole grain consumption is confirmed(
Reference Del Rio, Rodriguez-Mateos and Spencer
16

–
Reference Fardet
18

).

 However, it is important to point out that there is still a lack of knowledge about the potential human health impacts of increasing antioxidant/(poly)phenolic intake levels and switching to organic food consumption. For example, there are still gaps in the understanding of the (1) uptake, bioavailability and metabolism of (poly)phenolics after ingestion and (2) exact compounds/molecules and modes of action responsible for health benefits(
Reference Del Rio, Rodriguez-Mateos and Spencer
16

). Also, it is important to consider that most of the human dietary intervention studies on associations between antioxidant/(poly)phenolic intake and health indicators were based on the comparison of standard diets with diets in which the amount of specific (poly)phenolic-rich foods (e.g. cocoa, red wine, tea/coffee, berries, citrus and nuts) was high(
Reference Del Rio, Rodriguez-Mateos and Spencer
16

,
Reference Wahlqvist
17

).

 There are, to our knowledge, only two human dietary intervention studies in which contrasting antioxidant/(poly)phenolic intake levels were generated by providing diets based on conventional and organic crops; both studies focused on assessing antioxidant status in humans and were inconclusive with respect to the identification of potential health impacts of organic food consumption(
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

,
Reference Grinder-Pedersen, Rasmussen and Bügel
42

,
Reference Søltoft, Bysted and Madsen
43

). However, there are several animal dietary intervention studies that have identified significant associations between organic feed consumption and animal growth and physiological (including immune and endocrine) parameters and/or biomarkers of health when compared with conventional feed consumption(
Reference Huber, van de Vijver and Parmentier
44

,
Reference Lauridsen, Yong and Halekoh
45

). Among these studies, one recent factorial animal study has gone one step further and assessed associations between contrasting crop fertilisation and crop protection protocols used in conventional and organic farming systems and (1) the composition (including (poly)phenolic content) of crops/compound feeds made from crops and (2) the growth, physiological, immunological and hormonal parameters of rats that consumed these feeds(
Reference Srednicka-Tober, Baranski and Gromadzka-Ostrowska
46

). With respect to composition differences, the study yielded results similar to those of the meta-analyses carried out in the present study. For example, rat feeds produced from organic crops had lower concentrations of proteins and Cd, but higher concentrations of polyphenols and the carotenoid lutein. The study also demonstrated that composition differences were mainly linked to contrasting fertilisation regimens (green and animal manures v. mineral fertiliser inputs). The consumption of feeds made from organic crops by the rats resulted in higher levels of body protein, body ash, leucocyte count, plasma glucose, leptin, insulin-like growth factor 1, corticosterone, and IgM, and spontaneous lymphocyte proliferation, but lower levels of plasma IgG, testosterone and mitogen-stimulated proliferation of lymphocytes(
Reference Srednicka-Tober, Baranski and Gromadzka-Ostrowska
46

). Redundancy analysis identified total polyphenol concentrations in feeds as the strongest driver for the physiological/endocrinological parameters assessed in rats. This suggests that a switch from conventional to organic crop consumption may have impacts similar to those of an increase in the intake of foods with high antioxidant/(poly)phenolic contents. This hypothesis would merit further exploration in animal and human dietary intervention studies.

 Many of the antioxidants, including (poly)phenolics, found in higher concentrations in organic crops are known to be produced by plants in response to abiotic (e.g. wounding and heat, water and nutrient stress) and biotic (pest attacks and disease) stress and form part of the plants' constitutive and inducible resistance mechanisms to pests and diseases(
Reference Nicholson and Hammerschmidt
47

–
Reference Almuayrifi
49

). Therefore, higher concentrations of (poly)phenolics in organic crops may be due to higher incidence/severity of pest and disease damage, causing enhanced (poly)phenolic production as part of the inducible plant resistance response. The differences in antioxidant concentrations between organic and conventional crops may therefore have been due to contrasting pest and disease damage and/or fertilisation intensity. However, there are, to our knowledge, no sound published data/evidence for a causal link between higher pest/disease incidence/severity and antioxidant/(poly)phenolic concentrations in organic crops. In contrast, there is increasing evidence that differences in fertilisation regimens between organic and conventional production systems (and, in particular, the non-use of high mineral N fertiliser inputs) are significant drivers for higher (poly)phenolic concentrations in organic crops(
Reference Brandt, Leifert and Sanderson
20

,
Reference Almuayrifi
49

–
Reference Stewart, Chapman and Jenkins
52

). For example, Sander & Heitefuss(
Reference Sander and Heitefuss
50

) reported that increasing mineral N fertilisation resulted in reduced concentrations of phenolic resistance compounds in wheat leaves and increased severity of foliar disease (powdery mildew). Similarly, a review by Rühmann et al.
(
Reference Rühmann, Leser and Bannert
51

) describes the negative correlations between N fertilisation/supply-driven shoot growth and concentrations of phenylpropanoids and apple scab resistance in young leaves in apple trees(
Reference Rühmann, Leser and Bannert
51

). In tomato, deficiency of both N and P was found to be linked to flavonol accumulation in plant tissues(
Reference Stewart, Chapman and Jenkins
52

). More recently, Almuayrifi(
Reference Almuayrifi
49

) has demonstrated that the non-use of synthetic pesticides and fungicides has no effect on phenolic acid and flavonoid concentrations and profiles in wheat, but that the use of standard, conventional mineral (NPK) fertiliser regimens is associated with significantly lower phenolic acid and flavonoid concentrations in wheat leaves compared with organic wheat crops fertilised with green and animal manures only. The variability in relative differences in antioxidant/(poly)phenolic concentrations found between studies and crops may therefore at least partially be explained by variability in the fertilisation protocols in both the organic and non-organic systems compared. The finding in the present study that organic crops have significantly lower N, 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


 and 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 concentrations would support the theory that differences in antioxidant/(poly)phenolic concentrations between organic and conventional crops are driven by contrasting N supply patterns. This view is supported by previous studies that have suggested that under high N availability, plants allocate carbohydrates from photosynthesis to primary metabolism and rapid growth while producing less amounts of secondary metabolites involved in defence(
Reference Rühmann, Leser and Bannert
51

).

 However, additional research is required to gain a more detailed understanding of the relative contribution of fertilisation and crop protection regimens and disease and pest prevalence/severity to the expression of constitutive and inducible resistance mechanisms in different organically managed crop plants(
Reference Sander and Heitefuss
50

).




 Cadmium and pesticide residues

 Cd is a highly toxic metal and one of the only three toxic metal contaminants (the other two being Pb and Hg) for which the European Commission has set maximum residue levels (MRL) in foods(

53

). Cd accumulates in the human body (especially in the liver and kidneys) and therefore dietary Cd intake levels should be kept as low as possible(

53

). The on average 48 % lower Cd concentrations found in organic crops/crop-based foods in the meta-analyses carried out in the present study are therefore desirable, although the exact health benefits associated with reducing Cd intake levels via a switch to organic food consumption are difficult to estimate. Similar to the results of the present study, a recent literature review by Smith-Spangler et al.
(
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

) has also reported that of the seventy-seven comparative data sets (extracted from fifteen publications), twenty-one indicated significantly lower and only one significantly higher Cd concentrations in organic foods. Differences in Cd contamination levels between organic and conventional winter wheat have recently been shown to be mainly linked to differences in fertilisation regimens (especially the high mineral P inputs used in conventional farming systems), although contrasting rotation designs also contributed to differences in Cd concentrations between organic and conventional wheat(
Reference Cooper, Sanderson and Cakmak
7

). A range of other soil (e.g. pH) and agronomic (e.g. liming) factors are known to affect Cd concentrations in crops(
Reference Bešter, Lobnik and Eržen
54

), and these may explain the variability in results between individual comparative studies, crop species and crop types (see Fig. 4 and online supplementary Figs. S4 and S22).

 The present study demonstrated that the prohibition of synthetic chemical pesticide use under organic farming standards results in a more than 4-fold reduction in the number of crop samples with detectable pesticide residues. This supports previous studies that have concluded that organic food consumption can reduce exposure to pesticide residues(
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

–
Reference Curl, Fenske and Elgethun
23

). The considerably higher frequency of occurrence of detectable residues in conventional fruits (75 %) than in vegetables (32 %) may indicate higher levels of crop protection inputs being used in fruit crops, but could also have been due to the use of more persistent chemicals, different sprayer technologies used and/or pesticide applications being made closer to harvest. The finding of detectable pesticide residues in a proportion (about 11 %) of organic crop samples may have been due to cross-contamination from neighbouring conventional fields, the continued presence of very persistent pesticides (e.g. organochlorine compounds) in fields or perennial crop tissues from past conventional management, and/or accidental or fraudulent use of prohibited pesticides in organic farms.

 Pesticide residues that are below the MRL set by the European Commission(

55

,

56

) are considered by regulators not to pose risk to consumers or the environment, as they are significantly lower than concentrations for which negative health or environmental impacts can be detected in the regulatory pesticide safety testing carried out as part of the pesticide approval process(

55

). However, a significant number of crop samples included in the regulatory European Food Safety Authority pesticide residue monitoring in Europe are still found to contain pesticide residues above the MRL(

57

). For example, in recent European Food Safety Authority surveys, pesticide residues above the MRL have been found in 6·2 % of spinach, 3·8 % of oat, 3·4 % of peach, 3·0 % of orange, 2·9 % of strawberry and lettuce, 2·8 % of table grape and 2·7 % of apple samples analysed(

57

). There is still scientific controversy about the safety of some currently permitted pesticides (e.g. organophosphorus compounds) even at levels below the MRL and complex mixtures of pesticides, as additive/synergistic effects of pesticide mixtures have been documented and safety testing of pesticide mixtures is currently not required as part of the regulatory pesticide approval process(
Reference Marinovich, Ghilardi and Galli
58

–
Reference Axelrad, Howard and McLean
60

). Similar to Cd, the lower risk of exposure to pesticide residues can be considered desirable, but potential health benefits associated with reducing pesticide exposure via a switch to organic food consumption are impossible to estimate.

 It should be pointed out that (1) there are only eleven studies in which the frequencies of occurrence of pesticide residues were compared, (2) eight of these studies focused on only one crop species, (3) no comparative studies for cereals, oilseeds and pulses were identified in the literature review, and (4) the data available did not allow scientifically robust comparisons of the concentrations of pesticides. Therefore, it is important to carry out further studies to improve our understanding of differences in the frequency of occurrence and concentrations of pesticide residues between organic and conventional crops.




 Proteins, amino acids, nitrogen and nitrate/nitrite

 The concentrations of proteins, amino acids and N (which are known to be positively correlated in plants) were found to be lower in organic crops, and this is consistent with the results of previous studies that have linked lower protein concentrations to lower N inputs and N availability in organic crop production systems(
Reference Lueck, Schmidt and Cooper
61

,
Reference Bilsborrow, Cooper and Tetard-Jones
62

). The nutritional significance/relevance of slightly lower protein and amino acid concentrations in organic crops to human health is likely to be low, as European and North American diets typically provide sufficient or even excessive amounts of proteins and essential amino acids. Also, while some studies concluded that protein content in most European and North American diets is too high and that this contributes to the increasing incidence of diabetes and obesity(
Reference Cordain, Eaton and Sebastian
63

), other studies reported that increasing protein intake levels may be a strategy to prevent obesity(
Reference Astrup
64

). Therefore, the lower protein and amino acid concentrations found in organic foods are unlikely to have a significant nutritional or health impact.

 The higher 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


 and 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 concentrations in conventional crops are also thought to be linked to high mineral N inputs, as both 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


 and 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 are known to accumulate in plants under high-mineral N input regimens(
Reference McKnight, Duncan and Leifert
65

). The higher 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 concentrations in conventional crops/crop-based foods are nutritionally undesirable, as they have been described to be risk factors for stomach cancer and methaemoglobinaemia in humans(
Reference McKnight, Duncan and Leifert
65

). However, while increasing dietary 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 intake levels is widely considered to be potentially harmful for human health, there is still controversy about the potential health impacts of crop-based dietary 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


 intake(
Reference McKnight, Duncan and Leifert
65

–
Reference Machha and Schechter
67

).




 Effects of crop type/species/variety, study type and other sources of variation

 One of the main challenges to interpreting comparisons of organic and inorganic food production systems is the high heterogeneity arising from combinations of (1) crops, crop types and/or crop-based foods, (2) countries, and/or (3) pedo-climatic and agronomic background conditions. As has been mentioned in previous reviews(
Reference Dangour, Dodhia and Hayter
19

–
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

), pooling diverse information was necessary, because for most of the composition parameters, the number of published studies available was not sufficient to carry out separate meta-analyses for specific countries/regions and crop types and species. Consequently, heterogeneity was extremely high (I
2>75 %) for most of the composition parameters for which significant differences were detected.

 For many composition parameters, the method of synthesis did not have large effects on results, in terms of both statistical significance and the magnitude of relative difference between organic and conventional crops. This indicates that there is now a sufficiently large body of published information to identify differences that are relatively consistent across study types, crops, and pedo-climatic and agronomic environments. Therefore, for these parameters, future studies should focus on increasing our understanding of the underlying agronomic, pedo-climatic and crop genetic factors responsible for composition differences between organic and conventional crops.

 For other composition parameters (e.g. ferric reducing antioxidant power, oxygen radical absorbance capacity, Trolox equivalent antioxidant capacity, and levels of flavonoids, stilbenes, total carotenoids, l-ascorbic acid, proteins, 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


 and Cd), differences in methods had a large impact in terms of both significant effects being detected and/or estimates of the magnitude of difference based on MPD and SMD. For these compounds, additional high-quality studies (that report measures of variance) are required to increase the power of weighted meta-analyses.

 Overall assessment of the strength of evidence for antioxidant/(poly)phenolic parameters indicated high or moderate reliability for thirteen of the nineteen parameters and moderate reliability for Cd. This supports the conclusion that future research would likely be confirmatory.

 In contrast to previous literature reviews(
Reference Dangour, Dodhia and Hayter
19

–
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

), the larger number of studies now available allowed separate meta-analyses to be carried out for different crop types (e.g. fruits, vegetables and cereals), but only for a limited number of composition parameters. This demonstrates that there is variation between crop types with respect to (1) whether the production system has a significant effect and/or (2) the magnitude of difference between organic and conventional crops, although sample sizes remain insufficient to detect interactions between crop types in many cases.

 The present study also identified variation between studies (1) carried out in countries with different pedo-climatic conditions and agronomic protocols (e.g. rotation designs, irrigated or non-irrigated crop production, and level and type of animal manures used) and/or (2) focused on different crop species. This is not surprising as both genetic and environmental/agronomic factors are known to affect the concentrations of N, 



$$NO _{3}^{ - } $$


, 



$$NO _{2}^{ - } $$


, proteins, sugars, antioxidants/(poly)phenolics, Cd and pesticides in crops(
Reference Cooper, Sanderson and Cakmak
7

,
Reference Tetard-Jones, Edwards and Rempelos
9

–
Reference Tetard-Jones, Shotton and Rempelos
12

,
Reference Brandt, Leifert and Sanderson
20

,
Reference Nicholson and Hammerschmidt
47

–
Reference Stewart, Chapman and Jenkins
52

,
Reference Bilsborrow, Cooper and Tetard-Jones
62

). However, due to the lack of detailed information on agronomic and pedo-climatic background conditions in most of the available literature, it is currently not possible to quantify the relative contribution of genetic and environmental/agronomic sources of variation.

 The unweighted MPD were calculated to provide an estimate of the magnitude of difference that is meaningful when considering nutritional/health impacts of changes in crop composition. However, care should be taken when interpreting MPD values, as they do not take variability in the precision of individual studies into account(
Reference Stewart
25

) and provide less precise estimates of effect than weighted estimates.

 However, there is now evidence from a large number of quality studies that consistently show that organic production systems result in crops/crop-based compound foods with higher concentrations of antioxidants/(poly)phenolics and lower concentrations of Cd and pesticide residues compared with conventional production systems. There is little uncertainty surrounding this overall result, but further research is required to quantify more accurately the relative impacts of (1) crop types, species, and varieties/cultivars/hybrids and (2) agronomic and pedo-climatic background conditions on the relative difference between organic and conventional crop composition.




 The need for use of standardised protocols for comparative food composition studies

 The present study identified deficiencies in a large proportion of the published studies. These included a lack of standardised measurements and a lack of reporting (and, in particular, the non-reporting of measures of variability and/or replication) for many composition parameters, and there was evidence of duplicate or selective reporting of data collected in experiments, which may lead to publication bias. Particularly, there is a lack of studies comparing pesticide residue levels in organic and conventional crops, and there has been very little effort taken to re-analyse and then publish available comparative data from food surveillance surveys (e.g. the regular pesticide residue and food composition surveys carried out by the European Food Safety Authority and national agencies in Europe and elsewhere). Also, in many studies, there was a lack of detailed information on (1) the geographical origin of samples in retail surveys and (2) agronomic (e.g. rotation, fertilisation, tillage and irrigation regimens), pedo-climatic and crop genetic backgrounds (in farm surveys and field experiments), which would allow potential sources of variation to be investigated.

 Not all studies included in the meta-analyses used certified reference materials as a quality assurance measure for the accuracy of estimates of concentrations of compounds in crops. This is unlikely to have affected the estimates of relative differences between organic and conventional crops, as the same extraction and analytical methods were used for organic and conventional samples in all the studies included in the meta-analyses in the present study. However, data from studies that did not use reference materials are less reliable when used to estimate the concentrations of nutritionally relevant compounds in crops and total dietary intake levels of such compounds in crop-based foods.

 Therefore, it is important to develop guidelines for studies comparing the impacts of agronomic practices on crop/food composition to minimise heterogeneity and/or allow agronomic, environmental and crop genetic drivers to be used as covariates in analyses.




 The need for dietary intervention/cohort studies to identify health impacts

 A recent review by Smith-Spangler et al.
(
Reference Smith-Spangler, Brandeau and Hunter
21

) has analysed the results of fourteen studies in which the effects of organic and conventional food (both crop and livestock product) consumption on clinical outcomes (e.g. allergic symptoms and Campylobacter infections) and health markers (e.g. serum lipid and vitamin concentrations) were studied. However, they concluded that the currently available data do not allow clear trends with respect to health markers and outcomes to be identified. Therefore, there is an urgent need for well-controlled human intervention and/or cohort studies to identify/quantify potential human health impacts of organic v. conventional food consumption.

 Diet composition may have an effect on the relative impact of switching from conventional to organic food consumption, and this should be considered in the design of such studies. For example, the relative impact of switching from conventional to organic food consumption could be expected to be smaller for diets with high amounts of (poly)phenolic-rich foods.
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View in content
 

 Fig. 1 Summary of the search and selection protocols used to identify papers included in the meta-analyses. * Review carried out by one reviewer; † Data extraction carried out by two reviewers. CF, comparison of matched farms; BS, basket studies; EX, controlled field experiments.

 

 


View in content
 

 Fig. 2 Meta-analysis strategy used for the identification of data sets in the literature review. * References are summarised in Table S2 (available online). RD, risk difference.

 

 


View in content
 

 Fig. 3 Results of the standard unweighted and weighted meta-analyses for antioxidant activity, plant secondary metabolites with antioxidant activity, macronutrients, nitrogen compounds and cadmium (data reported for all crops and crop-based foods included in the same analysis). MPD, mean percentage difference; CONV, conventional food samples; ORG, organic food samples; n, number of data points included in the meta-analyses; FRAP, ferric reducing antioxidant potential; ORAC, oxygen radical absorbance capacity; TEAC, Trolox equivalent antioxidant capacity; SMD, standardised mean difference. Values are standardised mean differences, with 95 % confidence intervals represented by horizontal bars. * P value < 0·05 indicates a significant difference between ORG and CONV. † Numerical values for MPD and standard errors are given in Table S9 (available online). ‡ Ln ratio = Ln(ORG/CONV × 100 %). § Heterogeneity and the I2 statistic. ∥ Data reported for different compounds within the same chemical group were included in the same meta-analyses. ¶ Outlying data points (where the MPD between ORG and CONV was more than fifty times greater than the mean value including the outliers) were removed. ○, MPD calculated using data included in the standard unweighted meta-analysis; , MPD calculated using data included in the standard weighted meta-analysis; ◆, SMD.
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 Fig. 4 Results of the standard unweighted and weighted meta-analyses for different crop types/products for antioxidant activity, plant secondary metabolites with antioxidant activity, macronutrients, nitrogen and cadmium. MPD, mean percentage difference; CONV, conventional food samples; ORG, organic food samples; n, number of data points included in the meta-analyses; SMD, standardised mean difference. Values are standardised mean differences, with 95 % confidence intervals represented by horizontal bars. * P value < 0·05 indicates a significant difference between ORG and CONV. † Numerical values for MPD and standard errors are given in Table S10 (available online). ‡ For parameters for which n≤ 3 for specific crops/products, results obtained in the weighted meta-analyses are not shown. § Ln ratio = Ln(ORG/CONV × 100 %). ∥ Data reported for different compounds within the same chemical group were included in the same meta-analyses. ¶ Outlying data points (where the MPD between ORG and CONV was more than fifty times greater than the mean value including the outliers) were removed. ○, MPD calculated using data included in the standard unweighted meta-analysis; , MPD calculated using data included in the standard weighted meta-analysis; ◆, SMD.
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 Fig. 5 Results of the standard weighted meta-analysis comparing ln OR for the frequency of occurrence of pesticide residues (percentage of positive samples) in organic and conventional crops. A mixed-effect model with crop/product group as a moderator was used. OR, ln OR for each product group (◆); ORG, organic food samples; CONV, conventional food samples; n, number of data points included in the meta-analyses. Values are odds ratios, with 95 % confidence intervals represented by horizontal bars. * P value < 0·05 indicates a significant difference between ORG and CONV. † Crops/product groups for which n≤ 3 were removed from the plots. ‡ Compound foods.
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 Table 1 GRADE (Grading of Recommendations, Assessments, Development and Evaluation) assessment of the strength of evidence for standard weighted meta-analysis for parameters included in Fig. 3 (Standardised mean difference values (SMD) and 95 % confidence intervals)

 

 

  
     



 Barański Supplementary Material
 Data


  
     
         
         
             
             
        
    



 
 
  

  
 
File
3 MB





        



 
  
 
 



 You have 
Access
  
 




Open access

 	421
	Cited by


 

   




 Cited by

 
 Loading...


    


 













Cited by





	



421




	


















Crossref Citations










This article has been cited by the following publications. This list is generated based on data provided by
Crossref.









Oshundiya, F.O.
Olowe, V.I.O.
Sowemimo, F.A.
and
Odedina, J.N.
2014.
Seed Yield and Quality of Sunflower (Helianthus annuus L.) as Influenced by Staggered Sowing and Organic Fertilizer Application in the Humid Tropics.
Helia,
Vol. 37,
Issue. 61,


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Shiva, Vandana
2014.
Biofortification, Genetic Engineering and Corporate Interests: False solutions to malnutrition.
Development,
Vol. 57,
Issue. 2,
p.
268.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Mulet, José M.
2014.
Should we recommend organic crop foods on the basis of health benefits? Letter to the editor regarding the article by Barański et al..
British Journal of Nutrition,
Vol. 112,
Issue. 10,
p.
1745.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






McCarty, Mark F.
and
DiNicolantonio, James J.
2014.
Are organically grown foods safer and more healthful than conventionally grown foods?.
British Journal of Nutrition,
Vol. 112,
Issue. 10,
p.
1589.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Aleixandre, José Luis
Aleixandre-Tudó, José Luis
Bolaños-Pizarro, Máxima
and
Aleixandre-Benavent, Rafael
2015.
Mapping the scientific research in organic farming: a bibliometric review.
Scientometrics,
Vol. 105,
Issue. 1,
p.
295.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Jimenez, Brígida
Sánchez‐Ortiz, Araceli
Lorenzo, María Luisa
and
Rivas, Ana
2015.
Effect of Agronomical Practices on the Nutritional Quality of Virgin Olive Oil at Different Ripening Stages.
Journal of the American Oil Chemists' Society,
Vol. 92,
Issue. 10,
p.
1491.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Ben-Zvi, Danny
and
Melton, Douglas A.
2015.
Modeling Human Nutrition Using Human Embryonic Stem Cells.
Cell,
Vol. 161,
Issue. 1,
p.
12.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Hemmerling, Sarah
Hamm, Ulrich
and
Spiller, Achim
2015.
Consumption behaviour regarding organic food from a marketing perspective—a literature review.
Organic Agriculture,
Vol. 5,
Issue. 4,
p.
277.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Karak, Tanmoy
Sonar, Indira
Nath, Jyoti Rani
Paul, Ranjit Kumar
Das, Sampa
Boruah, Romesh Kumar
Dutta, Amrit Kumar
and
Das, Kuntal
2015.
Struvite for composting of agricultural wastes with termite mound: Utilizing the unutilized.
Bioresource Technology,
Vol. 187,
Issue. ,
p.
49.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Melchett, Peter
2015.
Transparency in GM food labeling.
Nature Biotechnology,
Vol. 33,
Issue. 5,
p.
453.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Vecchione, Melissa
Feldman, Charles
and
Wunderlich, Shahla
2015.
Consumer knowledge and attitudes about genetically modified food products and labelling policy.
International Journal of Food Sciences and Nutrition,
Vol. 66,
Issue. 3,
p.
329.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Park, Eun Young
Baik, Byung‐Kee
Miller, Perry R.
Burke, Ian C.
Wegner, Eric A.
Tautges, Nicole E.
Morris, Craig F.
and
Fuerst, E. Patrick
2015.
Functional and Nutritional Characteristics of Wheat Grown in Organic and Conventional Cropping Systems.
Cereal Chemistry,
Vol. 92,
Issue. 5,
p.
504.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Meyer, Nanna L.
2015.
GOOD FOOD, HEALTH, AND SUSTAINABILITY.
ACSM'S Health & Fitness Journal,
Vol. 19,
Issue. 4,
p.
12.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Fajersztajn, Laís
Alves, Nilmara de Oliveira
Coelho, Micheline de Souza Zanotti Stagliorio
Veras, Mariana Matera
and
Saldiva, Paulo Hilário Nascimento
2015.
How can ecological urbanism promote human health?.
urbe. Revista Brasileira de Gestão Urbana,
Vol. 8,
Issue. 1,
p.
77.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Svendsen, Karianne
and
Henriksen, Christine
2015.
Økologisk mat og helsehva viser forskningen?.
Norsk tidsskrift for ernæring,
Vol. 13,
Issue. 3,
p.
26.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






McCaffrey, Sara Jane
and
Kurland, Nancy B.
2015.
Does “Local” Mean Ethical? The U.S. “Buy Local” Movement and CSR in SMEs.
Organization & Environment,
Vol. 28,
Issue. 3,
p.
286.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Jones, Andrew D.
Fink Shapiro, Lilly
and
Wilson, Mark L.
2015.
Assessing the Potential and Limitations of Leveraging Food Sovereignty to Improve Human Health.
Frontiers in Public Health,
Vol. 3,
Issue. ,


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Provenza, Frederick D.
Meuret, Michel
and
Gregorini, Pablo
2015.
Our landscapes, our livestock, ourselves: Restoring broken linkages among plants, herbivores, and humans with diets that nourish and satiate.
Appetite,
Vol. 95,
Issue. ,
p.
500.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Bach, Vibe
Kidmose, Ulla
Kristensen, Hanne L.
and
Edelenbos, Merete
2015.
Eating Quality of Carrots (Daucus carota L.) Grown in One Conventional and Three Organic Cropping Systems over Three Years.
Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry,
Vol. 63,
Issue. 44,
p.
9803.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Aleixandre, José Luis
Aleixandre-Tudó, José Luis
Bolaños-Pizarro, Máxima
and
Aleixandre-Benavent, Rafael
2015.
Mapping the scientific research in organic farming: a bibliometric review.
Scientometrics,
Vol. 105,
Issue. 1,
p.
295.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar





Download full list
















Google Scholar Citations

View all Google Scholar citations
for this article.














 

×






	Librarians
	Authors
	Publishing partners
	Agents
	Corporates








	

Additional Information











	Accessibility
	Our blog
	News
	Contact and help
	Cambridge Core legal notices
	Feedback
	Sitemap



Select your country preference




Afghanistan
Aland Islands
Albania
Algeria
American Samoa
Andorra
Angola
Anguilla
Antarctica
Antigua and Barbuda
Argentina
Armenia
Aruba
Australia
Austria
Azerbaijan
Bahamas
Bahrain
Bangladesh
Barbados
Belarus
Belgium
Belize
Benin
Bermuda
Bhutan
Bolivia
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Botswana
Bouvet Island
Brazil
British Indian Ocean Territory
Brunei Darussalam
Bulgaria
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Cameroon
Canada
Cape Verde
Cayman Islands
Central African Republic
Chad
Channel Islands, Isle of Man
Chile
China
Christmas Island
Cocos (Keeling) Islands
Colombia
Comoros
Congo
Congo, The Democratic Republic of the
Cook Islands
Costa Rica
Cote D'Ivoire
Croatia
Cuba
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Djibouti
Dominica
Dominican Republic
East Timor
Ecuador
Egypt
El Salvador
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Estonia
Ethiopia
Falkland Islands (Malvinas)
Faroe Islands
Fiji
Finland
France
French Guiana
French Polynesia
French Southern Territories
Gabon
Gambia
Georgia
Germany
Ghana
Gibraltar
Greece
Greenland
Grenada
Guadeloupe
Guam
Guatemala
Guernsey
Guinea
Guinea-bissau
Guyana
Haiti
Heard and Mc Donald Islands
Honduras
Hong Kong
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Iran, Islamic Republic of
Iraq
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Jamaica
Japan
Jersey
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kenya
Kiribati
Korea, Democratic People's Republic of
Korea, Republic of
Kuwait
Kyrgyzstan
Lao People's Democratic Republic
Latvia
Lebanon
Lesotho
Liberia
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
Liechtenstein
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Macau
Macedonia
Madagascar
Malawi
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali
Malta
Marshall Islands
Martinique
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mayotte
Mexico
Micronesia, Federated States of
Moldova, Republic of
Monaco
Mongolia
Montenegro
Montserrat
Morocco
Mozambique
Myanmar
Namibia
Nauru
Nepal
Netherlands
Netherlands Antilles
New Caledonia
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Niue
Norfolk Island
Northern Mariana Islands
Norway
Oman
Pakistan
Palau
Palestinian Territory, Occupied
Panama
Papua New Guinea
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Pitcairn
Poland
Portugal
Puerto Rico
Qatar
Reunion
Romania
Russian Federation
Rwanda
Saint Kitts and Nevis
Saint Lucia
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
Samoa
San Marino
Sao Tome and Principe
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Serbia
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Slovakia
Slovenia
Solomon Islands
Somalia
South Africa
South Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands
Spain
Sri Lanka
St. Helena
St. Pierre and Miquelon
Sudan
Suriname
Svalbard and Jan Mayen Islands
Swaziland
Sweden
Switzerland
Syrian Arab Republic
Taiwan
Tajikistan
Tanzania, United Republic of
Thailand
Togo
Tokelau
Tonga
Trinidad and Tobago
Tunisia
Turkey
Turkmenistan
Turks and Caicos Islands
Tuvalu
Uganda
Ukraine
United Arab Emirates
United Kingdom
United States
United States Minor Outlying Islands
United States Virgin Islands
Uruguay
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu
Vatican City
Venezuela
Vietnam
Virgin Islands (British)
Wallis and Futuna Islands
Western Sahara
Yemen
Zambia
Zimbabwe









Join us online

	









	









	









	









	


























	

Legal Information










	









	Rights & Permissions
	Copyright
	Privacy Notice
	Terms of use
	Cookies Policy
	
© Cambridge University Press 2024

	Back to top













	
© Cambridge University Press 2024

	Back to top












































Cancel

Confirm





×





















Save article to Kindle






To save this article to your Kindle, first ensure coreplatform@cambridge.org is added to your Approved Personal Document E-mail List under your Personal Document Settings on the Manage Your Content and Devices page of your Amazon account. Then enter the ‘name’ part of your Kindle email address below.
Find out more about saving to your Kindle.



Note you can select to save to either the @free.kindle.com or @kindle.com variations. ‘@free.kindle.com’ emails are free but can only be saved to your device when it is connected to wi-fi. ‘@kindle.com’ emails can be delivered even when you are not connected to wi-fi, but note that service fees apply.



Find out more about the Kindle Personal Document Service.








Higher antioxidant and lower cadmium concentrations and lower incidence of pesticide residues in organically grown crops: a systematic literature review and meta-analyses








	Volume 112, Issue 5
	
Marcin Barański (a1), Dominika Średnicka-Tober (a1), Nikolaos Volakakis (a1), Chris Seal (a2), Roy Sanderson (a3), Gavin B. Stewart (a1), Charles Benbrook (a4), Bruno Biavati (a5), Emilia Markellou (a6), Charilaos Giotis (a7), Joanna Gromadzka-Ostrowska (a8), Ewa Rembiałkowska (a8), Krystyna Skwarło-Sońta (a9), Raija Tahvonen (a10), Dagmar Janovská (a11), Urs Niggli (a12), Philippe Nicot (a13) and Carlo Leifert (a1)

	DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007114514001366





 








Your Kindle email address




Please provide your Kindle email.



@free.kindle.com
@kindle.com (service fees apply)









Available formats

 PDF

Please select a format to save.

 







By using this service, you agree that you will only keep content for personal use, and will not openly distribute them via Dropbox, Google Drive or other file sharing services
Please confirm that you accept the terms of use.















Cancel




Save














×




Save article to Dropbox







To save this article to your Dropbox account, please select one or more formats and confirm that you agree to abide by our usage policies. If this is the first time you used this feature, you will be asked to authorise Cambridge Core to connect with your Dropbox account.
Find out more about saving content to Dropbox.

 





Higher antioxidant and lower cadmium concentrations and lower incidence of pesticide residues in organically grown crops: a systematic literature review and meta-analyses








	Volume 112, Issue 5
	
Marcin Barański (a1), Dominika Średnicka-Tober (a1), Nikolaos Volakakis (a1), Chris Seal (a2), Roy Sanderson (a3), Gavin B. Stewart (a1), Charles Benbrook (a4), Bruno Biavati (a5), Emilia Markellou (a6), Charilaos Giotis (a7), Joanna Gromadzka-Ostrowska (a8), Ewa Rembiałkowska (a8), Krystyna Skwarło-Sońta (a9), Raija Tahvonen (a10), Dagmar Janovská (a11), Urs Niggli (a12), Philippe Nicot (a13) and Carlo Leifert (a1)

	DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007114514001366





 









Available formats

 PDF

Please select a format to save.

 







By using this service, you agree that you will only keep content for personal use, and will not openly distribute them via Dropbox, Google Drive or other file sharing services
Please confirm that you accept the terms of use.















Cancel




Save














×




Save article to Google Drive







To save this article to your Google Drive account, please select one or more formats and confirm that you agree to abide by our usage policies. If this is the first time you used this feature, you will be asked to authorise Cambridge Core to connect with your Google Drive account.
Find out more about saving content to Google Drive.

 





Higher antioxidant and lower cadmium concentrations and lower incidence of pesticide residues in organically grown crops: a systematic literature review and meta-analyses








	Volume 112, Issue 5
	
Marcin Barański (a1), Dominika Średnicka-Tober (a1), Nikolaos Volakakis (a1), Chris Seal (a2), Roy Sanderson (a3), Gavin B. Stewart (a1), Charles Benbrook (a4), Bruno Biavati (a5), Emilia Markellou (a6), Charilaos Giotis (a7), Joanna Gromadzka-Ostrowska (a8), Ewa Rembiałkowska (a8), Krystyna Skwarło-Sońta (a9), Raija Tahvonen (a10), Dagmar Janovská (a11), Urs Niggli (a12), Philippe Nicot (a13) and Carlo Leifert (a1)

	DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007114514001366





 









Available formats

 PDF

Please select a format to save.

 







By using this service, you agree that you will only keep content for personal use, and will not openly distribute them via Dropbox, Google Drive or other file sharing services
Please confirm that you accept the terms of use.















Cancel




Save














×



×



Reply to:

Submit a response













Title *

Please enter a title for your response.







Contents *


Contents help










Close Contents help









 



- No HTML tags allowed
- Web page URLs will display as text only
- Lines and paragraphs break automatically
- Attachments, images or tables are not permitted




Please enter your response.









Your details









First name *

Please enter your first name.




Last name *

Please enter your last name.




Email *


Email help










Close Email help









 



Your email address will be used in order to notify you when your comment has been reviewed by the moderator and in case the author(s) of the article or the moderator need to contact you directly.




Please enter a valid email address.






Occupation

Please enter your occupation.




Affiliation

Please enter any affiliation.















You have entered the maximum number of contributors






Conflicting interests








Do you have any conflicting interests? *

Conflicting interests help











Close Conflicting interests help









 



Please list any fees and grants from, employment by, consultancy for, shared ownership in or any close relationship with, at any time over the preceding 36 months, any organisation whose interests may be affected by the publication of the response. Please also list any non-financial associations or interests (personal, professional, political, institutional, religious or other) that a reasonable reader would want to know about in relation to the submitted work. This pertains to all the authors of the piece, their spouses or partners.





 Yes


 No




More information *

Please enter details of the conflict of interest or select 'No'.









  Please tick the box to confirm you agree to our Terms of use. *


Please accept terms of use.









  Please tick the box to confirm you agree that your name, comment and conflicts of interest (if accepted) will be visible on the website and your comment may be printed in the journal at the Editor’s discretion. *


Please confirm you agree that your details will be displayed.


















